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ABSTRACT 
The continuing emergence of local varieties of English in the Expanding Circle 
(Bolton, 2012; Sharifian, 2010; Takeshita, 2010; Xu, 2010) raises questions about these 
English users' orientations toward native English norms and standards, as theories of 
language use (normativity, Kachru, 1985) and power (hegemony, Phillipson, 1992; 
Woolard, 1985) predict a shift toward locally-derived norms and standards at the 
expense of Inner Circle norms and standards when English is used locally. However, it 
remains to be shown empirically whether or not local English use in the Expanding 
Circle and a positive orientation toward the local variety entail a negative orientation 
toward Inner Circle norms and standards. In order to answer this question, this study 
investigates attitudes of Ecuadorian university English learners toward Inner Circle and 
local varieties of English, their English use, and factors that affect their orientations. 
Results show that despite orienting positively toward the local English variety and using 
it with other Ecuadorians, participants also oriented positively toward Inner Circle 
varieties. This finding suggests that orientation toward Inner Circle and local varieties 
constitutes two distinct constructs. I argue that a consenting consciousness is behind 
participants' positive view of Inner Circle models, while increasing local English use is 
behind participants' positive view of the local variety. I conclude that a desire to increase 
social status leads participants to use English with other Ecuadorians and that a need to 
maintain solidarity leads participants to localize some English forms when speaking to 
fellow nationals. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
In the time since British colonial rule, English has successfully nestled itself in every 
nook and cranny around the globe. People in every part of the world, though they may not 
speak English, see it or hear it in school, the workplace, shopping malls, the media, and in every 
other context imaginable. In many places, though English arrived in its native American or 
British form, it has been appropriated and transformed by locals to perform functions relevant to 
their own specific context (Kachru, 1992). However, when native varieties of English are 
transformed by local speakers into something more locally-relevant, what becomes of these 
native varieties in the minds of locals? Do locals develop a distaste for these "locally-irrelevant" 
varieties? Or do these varieties retain their prestige and status and become just "one of many" 
English varieties in a speaker's repertoire, each with their own function?  
Furthermore, little is known about how English is actually used in many parts of the 
world. For monolingual speakers of English in countries like the United States or the United 
Kingdom, the answer may be rather simple and uninteresting: English is used for every function 
in every domain with every interlocutor. However, the answer to the question of English use is 
far more interesting and unresolved for multilingual speakers of English in, say, rural India, 
cosmopolitan Shanghai, or multicultural Madrid. This study investigates English use in a context 
underrepresented in the literature, Latin America, asking how English could be used in a region 
where Spanish dominates the linguistic landscape. More specifically, the study investigates 
English use in Ecuador, a context much more insular than international Buenos Aires or Rio de 
Janeiro, asking: which variety or varieties of English do they prefer? And who, if anyone, do 
Ecuadorian university students use English with?  
To reliably predict and meaningfully generalize about attitudes toward different varieties 
of English, researchers must also explore the effects of individual, social, political and 
educational factors on attitudes, work which has only just begun in the area of World Englishes. 
These sorts of factors include pedagogical materials, testing practices, English proficiency, and 
political climate, among others. Exploring these factors, along with use, will help us understand 
not just what attitudes learners have, but why, a much more current question (Barcelos & 
Kalaja, 2011). To this end, this study explores attitudes (and the factors that affect them) toward 
native English and local English varieties as well as their use in the context of universities in 
Ecuador.  
Before continuing, I must make an aside about terminology: at times in this thesis, 
"learners" is used to refer to those who use English as an additional language; other times 
"users" or "speakers" is used. I acknowledge that learners carries considerable philosophical 
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baggage, with some researchers arguing that it paints them as "failed native speakers" 
(Jenkins, Cogo, & Dewey, 2011). When this thesis uses learners, it is in reference to an area of 
the literature or theories where this term is used and preferred, as in the previous paragraph. It 
also may be used when discussing the participants of this study, who were in fact enrolled in an 
English course at the time of the study. And this is not simply my etic point of view: many of 
these participants described themselves as learners in their comments. Where use of learners 
is not merited for one of these reasons, users or simply speakers is employed.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
English in Globalization 
World Englishes 
World Englishes (WE) is a sociolinguistic paradigm that describes, acknowledges, and 
legitimizes linguistic variation in English. WE "moves away from any view of there being just one 
standard form against which all others are measured” (McKay, 2011, p.125). Under the WE 
paradigm, the English of so-called "nonnative" speakers which does not align with Standard 
English is considered deviant rather than erroneous. Crucially, deviations are systemic within a 
speech community, not idiosyncratic, and occur in order to reflect the new linguistic and cultural 
setting in which English is being used (Kachru, 1986). This perspective differs from many 
theories in second language acquisition, which assert that nonnative English that differs from 
native English constitutes an error (Corder, 1967; Selinker, 1972). Under WE, grammatical 
forms, lexical items, pragmatic strategies and accents that differ from those of native speakers 
of English are not considered incorrect because they are socially and culturally mediated.  
WE is virtually synonymous with the Concentric Circles Model (Kachru, 1985; 1992). The 
Concentric Circles Model describes linguistic ecologies in terms of their location in the Inner, 
Outer, or Expanding Circles. Each Circle in the model differs in terms of English proficiency 
level, types of input, contexts of learning and use, and relations to English standards and norms, 
which seems to be the "pivotal demarcation line” (Georgieva, 2010, p. 114).  
The Inner and Outer Circles, represented by countries like the United States and India, 
respectively, are typically described as endonormative, meaning that norms for correctness are 
derived from local practices. Expanding Circle contexts, such as Korea, Italy, or Brazil, on the 
other hand, are exonormative, meaning that English norms are imported from the Inner Circle 
since English has not been widely used in the local context yet (Matsuda & Friedrich, 2012; 
Wang, 2015). While the American and the Indian rely on their own intuitions and those of their 
local speech community to determine the grammaticality or acceptability of an English form, the 
Korean, Italian, and Brazilian do so by relying on Inner Circle pronouncements of correctness. 
The way in which speakers relate to norms for correctness and the extent to which they believe 
they have the right to change and adapt English has been conceptualized as ownership. 
Speakers who believe they own English feel the prerogative to adapt and change it, "localizing" 
(Jenkins, Cogo, & Dewey, 2011) it into their own bhasha [language] (Rajagopalan, 2010), while 
those who do not believe they own English are likely to defer to established Inner Circle norms 
out of respect to the owners from whom they are 'borrowing'. Most scholars agree that English 
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belongs to native speakers in the Inner Circle (Derbel & Richards, 2007), if not Outer Circle 
users as well (Rajagopalan, 2010; Yoo, 2014). The point of contention is if English also belongs 
to Expanding Circle users- some scholars arguing that they don’t and never will (Yoo, 2014), 
while others arguing they clearly do (Ren, 2014; Widdowson, 2003). 
Though this thesis uses WE as its theoretical paradigm, there are two other theoretical 
paradigms which the reader should be aware of: English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) and English 
as an International Language (EIL). 
English as a Lingua Franca 
English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) is a paradigm which describes the English-medium 
interactions of speakers from different cultures. Many ELF scholars argue that when English 
users interact, there emerges a unique set of norms or a 'common core' of features which 
abandons the use of native varieties for norming (Dewey & Jenkins, 2010; House, 2009). This 
unique 'common core' has been argued to exist in pronunciation (Jenkins, 2000; 2002), 
lexicogrammar (Dewey, 2007; Dewey & Jenkins, 2010; Mauranen, 2012), and idioms 
(Seidlhofer, 2009). Critically, ELF contends that this core of features appears in all lingua franca 
interactions, no matter the backgrounds of the interlocutors. 
English as an International Language 
English as an International Language (EIL) is another paradigm used to understand 
English in globalization. EIL is expressly not a variety of English, but rather a function English 
serves when people from two different cultural backgrounds interact. While ELF contends that 
one set of linguistic norms emerges in all cross-cultural English-medium interactions, EIL argues 
that the English that emerges in cross-cultural interactions is unique to the interlocutors and 
context of each specific interaction (Canagarajah, 2007). This is because in EIL interactions, 
“each speaker brings a variety of English they are most familiar with, along with their own 
cultural frames of reference, and employs various strategies to communicate effectively” 
(Matsuda, 2017, p. xiii). Then, in the interaction, the speakers monitor each other’s language 
proficiency to co-construct a mutually-intelligible variety of English in real-time (Canagarajah, 
2007). In this way, each set of norms is intersubjective, meaning they are relevant for the parties 
presently involved, but may not be relevant for others (Canagarajah, 2014).  
Model Orientation in the Expanding Circle 
Over the years, WE researchers have documented a widespread emergence of local 
varieties of English in various Expanding Circle contexts. With local, hybrid varieties of English 
emerging, it's natural to ask what will become of the Inner Circle varieties that have long reigned 
supreme in these contexts. Will Expanding Circle English users continue to abide by Inner 
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Circle norms and standards in addition to local ones, or will the emergence of local norms 
create a dispreference for Inner Circle ones? The hypotheses we construct depend on our 
theoretical understanding of model orientation. Currently, some theories in the World Englishes 
literature tacitly assume that Inner Circle and local varieties are in opposition to each other. That 
is, it is tacitly assumed that Expanding Circle English users will orient positively to either the 
Inner Circle variety or the local variety, but not both. In this thesis, I regard this assumption of 
model orientation as the "opposition" view. Under this view, the emergence of local varieties 
entails a departure from Inner Circle norms, which may or may not accurately capture the 
linguistic realities of the Expanding Circle. 
 First, the opposition view on model orientation is implicit in the concepts of 
exonormativity and endonormativity (Kachru, 1985). As aforementioned, these terms refer to the 
origin of English norms and standards- whether norms are imported from the Inner Circle or 
derived from local practice. In describing a particular linguistic ecology as exonormative, a lack 
of endonormativity is assumed, and in describing a particular linguistic ecology as 
endonormative, the abandonment of exonormativity is implied. For example, this is evident in 
recent predictions by some scholars that Expanding Circle contexts will begin to move inward to 
become more like Outer Circle contexts, mainly in the sense of departing from exonormativity 
and moving towards endonormativity (Graddol, 1997; 2006; Rajagopalan, 2010). 
 The opposition view on model orientation is also implicit in the notion of linguistic 
hegemony. The notion of linguistic hegemony has been used to explain the perpetuation of the 
prestige and dominance of Inner Circle varieties of English throughout the world (Phillipson, 
1992). A linguistic variety obtains hegemonic status when even those who do not control the 
variety assent to its superiority over all other varieties and thereby join in the perpetuation of 
their own marginalization. Hegemonic linguistic varieties maintain their position through the 
consenting consciousness of those in subjection to the variety. The only way the grip of the 
hegemonic variety can be broken is through the collective, resistant consciousness of those in 
subjection to the variety (Woolard, 1985). In theory, the only way to establish a new social 
formation is through rebellion against the hegemonic force via the resistant consciousness. 
Under this view, acceptance of local varieties of English is preceded by a forceful, violent 
rebellion against the hegemonic rule of Inner Circle varieties. This sense of violent rebellion can 
be observed in a comment from an Outer Circle English user from India: "I am entirely in favour 
of making English an Indian language on our own terms. Maul it, misuse it, mangle it out of 
shape but make it our own bhasha (language)" (Rajagopalan, 2010, p. 190). This type of 
resistant consciousness which is observed in the Outer Circle is assumed to be present in the 
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Expanding Circle as well. However, it is yet to be determined whether or not this is the case. In 
this way, previously put forth explanations for the perpetuation of the power of Inner Circle 
varieties tacitly assumes the opposition view. 
Measuring Model Orientation 
 Recent efforts to measure model orientation have operationalized it in terms of three 
sub-constructs: correctness, comprehensibility, and acceptability.  
 Correctness seems to be the most unambiguous construct. In WE, correctness seems to 
center around a (non)violation of Inner Circle grammar rules as well as Inner Circle conventions, 
cultures and value systems (Wang, 2015).   
 Terms to describe comprehensibility have proliferated over decades of research, and 
there is a great deal of variation in its definition and operationalization. In this way, it is perhaps 
the most polemic sub-construct. Discussion of this construct begins at least as early as 1949, 
when Abercrombie argued that learners should aim for "comfortably intelligible", rather than 
native-like, pronunciation. Then, Smith & Nelson (1985) attempted to bring order and 
consistency to the discussion of the construct through their framework of intelligibility, 
comprehensibility, and interpretability. More recently, Munro & Derwing's (1995) framework of 
intelligibility, comprehensibility, and accent has gained popularity in the discussion of second 
language pronunciation. However, because the present study investigates the comprehensibility 
of grammatical, lexical, and pragmatic forms, not pronunciation, I adopt a definition of 
comprehensibility specific to recent WE research, which says that comprehensibility centers 
around successful communication and how the form of the message facilitates the 
understanding of the intended message (Ren, Chen, & Lin, 2016). 
 Acceptability is perhaps the most ambiguous construct because its interpretation by 
participants seems to be affected by the other constructs with which it is juxtaposed. Ren et al. 
(2016) asked participants to evaluate local China English forms on all three constructs in 
question: correctness, comprehensibility, and acceptability. Results showed that participants 
rated the forms as highly comprehensible and acceptable, but incorrect. However, in an earlier 
study by Wang (2015), correctness was not included- participants rated only on 
comprehensibility and acceptability. Results showed that participants almost always understood 
the forms, but rarely chose to accept them. The high rate of acceptability of local forms in the 
first study and the low rate of acceptability of local forms in the second study could be due to a 
number of reasons. One of them pertains to the way correctness and acceptability were 
measured in these studies. That is, when correctness is not juxtaposed with acceptability in the 
measurement instrument, participants might regard acceptability as a construct which 
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subsumes correctness. For instance, in Wang's (2015) study, when participants were asked to 
rate only on comprehensibility and acceptability, they tended to give low acceptability ratings 
because the forms violated norms for correctness (p. 67). However, when participants are 
asked to rate on correctness, comprehensibility, and acceptability, acceptability is not construed 
as having to do with correctness, since correctness is measured directly alongside acceptability. 
Furthermore, though the researchers employ acceptability, Ren et al. do not specify the 
meaning of acceptability. This leaves the construct of acceptability rather ambiguous in the 
present context of study. 
English Use 
Results from research on English use in the Expanding Circle is fraught with 
contradiction. Historically, English in the Expanding Circle was used most commonly as a 
Foreign Language (EFL). In EFL contexts, English is an object of formal study and is used in 
highly restricted domains (Kachru, 1986). When speakers do use English, they do so in order to 
communicate with native speakers of English (Jenkins, 2006). However, most scholars agree 
EFL is not the primary way English is used in the Expanding Circle anymore (Matsuda, 2012). 
Less agreed upon, however, is how English is actually used in the Expanding Circle.   
Some researchers generalize that the primary context of use of English in the Expanding 
Circle has shifted from EFL to ELF (House, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2005). ELF refers to the use of 
English as a contact language between people from different first languages (Jenkins, 2014). 
Though ELF includes native speaker-nonnative speaker (NS-NNS) interactions, nonnative-
nonnative (NNS-NNS) interactions are argued to be much more common (Graddol, 1997; 2006; 
House, 2009; Widdowson; 1994). However, the claim that ELF, particularly in connecting 
nonnative speakers to each other, is the most common use of English in the Expanding Circle 
has been made based on study of contexts like Europe (DeHouwer & Wilton, 2011; Seidlhofer, 
2010) and east and southeast Asia (Baker, 2011; Kirkpatrick, 2010; Jenkins, Cogo, & Dewey, 
2011) as well as specialized and professional communities (Csizér & Kontra, 2012).  
Others yet argue that English now serves as a Second Language in Expanding Circle 
countries, as national varieties have been observed in places like Korea, Japan (Takeshita, 
2010), China (Bolton, 2012; Xu, 2010) and Iran (Sharifian, 2010). When speakers use English 
as a Second Language, they use it intraculturally with others from their own native language 
and culture (Kachru, 1985; 1986; 1992). Others, meanwhile, argue that Expanding Circle users 
will never use English as a Second Language (Yoo, 2014).  
Critically, the discussion of English use in the Expanding Circle has largely failed to 
include one context in particular: Latin America. Indeed, Latin America remains highly 
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understudied and even "forgotten" in WE (Friedrich & Berns, 2003; Kaiser, 2017; Perez, 2016; 
Porto, 2014). In order for generalizations about English use in the Expanding Circle to be valid, 
they must account for the realities of this context. Some argue that the opportunities for actually 
speaking English with anyone within Latin America are scarce (Vélez-Rendón, 2003) because 
of the regional lingua franca, Spanish (Jenkins, Cogo, & Dewey, 2011). As Schur (1977) relates, 
“a Colombian can travel thousands of kilometers north or south, and visit around 20 countries, 
and still be able to converse with almost all the people he meets in Spanish” (p. 17-18). Even if 
Spanish speakers come across a Portuguese-speaking Brazilian, they are quite likely to be able 
to understand each other (p. 18). It may be that Latin Americans who know English simply never 
have the opportunity to use it unless they venture outside of this Spanish-dominated bloc. 
However, more research is needed to determine the nature of English use there, and may be 
found to primarily be EFL, ELF, ESL, or almost no use of English at all. 
 Aside from questions of current interlocutors, researchers are also interested in the 
anticipated interlocutors of Expanding Circle English users. Research has shown that 
regardless of how speakers currently use English, they often believe that English is a language 
widely used as a lingua franca, though they may not be able to think of specific ways they 
personally will actually use it (Matsuda, 2012). Who Latin Americans anticipate using English 
with seems just as unclear as who they currently use English with: Castillo (1989) showed that 
ELF was the primary anticipated use of English users in Colombia, while Friedrich (2003) 
showed that EFL was the primary anticipated use of English users in Argentina.  
Factors behind Model Orientation 
Attitudinal research: from what to why 
 Recently, WE research has shifted to reflect a larger shift within SLA. Barcelos and 
Kalaja (2011) explain that researchers have begun to shift their foci from what learners believe 
to how beliefs form and change because it has become widely acknowledged that beliefs are 
complex and interact with myriad other factors.  
 In WE, this has meant a shift to focus on factors, to do with both form and function, that 
affect users' orientations toward language models. Recent research has yielded a wide array of 
functional and context-specific reasons for preferring Inner Circle or local varieties of English. 
For instance, users have been found to orient in favor of Inner Circle pronunciation models for 
any of the following reasons: pedagogical materials tend to be published in the Inner Circle, 
teachers tend to align more closely with Inner Circle varieties, testing practices tend to favor 
those who use Inner Circle varieties (Csizér & Kontra, 2012), local varieties may be stigmatized 
(Sung, 2014), speakers use an Inner Circle variety to construct a positive local identity (Sung, 
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2014; Ren et al., 2016), and speakers believe an Inner Circle variety will lead to more effective 
communication with current and anticipated interlocutors (Timmis, 2002). Users have been 
found to orient in favor of local pronunciation models for any of the following reasons: cultural 
identity projection (Sung, 2014; Wang, 2013), the unattainability of native varieties (Sung, 2014), 
a lack of negative associations with the local accent (Sung, 2014), and more effective 
communication with current and anticipated interlocutors (Wang, 2013). This area of inquiry is 
still in an exploratory, not confirmatory, stage, so more qualitative studies are needed to further 
explore the wide array of factors that affect model orientation. 
 Form has also just begun to be explored as a factor affecting speakers' attitudes toward 
their local variety. Wang (2015) examined the effect of linguistic category of China English (CE) 
forms on acceptability among Chinese university students, including accent, lexis, syntax, and 
discourse pragmatics. Lexis included things like semantic transfers, and discourse pragmatic 
items included forms for greetings, compliments, and discourse in line with cultural value 
systems. Results showed that the China English accent was rated most acceptable, while China 
English discourse pragmatic norms were rated least acceptable. Research on specific local 
variety features is recent and needs to be further developed in new contexts. 
The Present Study 
 Ultimately, questions of current and anticipated interlocutors are of utmost importance to 
questions of model orientation, since normativity depends crucially on use. More specifically, 
does the local use of English entail the abandonment of Inner Circle norms, like the opposition 
view suggests? Or, can a unique combination of local English use and positive orientation 
toward both Inner Circle and local varieties be observed? In order to test this idea, a new, 
underexplored Expanding Circle context is needed. Latin America seems to lend itself well to 
this topic for multiple reasons: first, being located in the Expanding Circle, it would be expected 
for English users to adhere to Inner Circle norms for correctness. Second, having been 
dominated economically, politically, and culturally by the United States since the beginning of 
the twentieth century (Velez-Rendón, 2003), if there is any Expanding Circle context where a 
resistant consciousness is likely to exist, it is there. Finally, I argue that the local use of English 
seems to be increasing, having personally observed localized English forms being used among 
my colleagues and students while teaching English in Ecuador. Furthermore, given the stance 
among some scholars that questions of why are more important than questions of what in the 
study of attitudes, I argue that a discussion of orientations toward language models is only 
useful to the degree that we know what is behind them. Thus, I ask: 
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RQ1: How do Ecuadorian learners orient toward Inner Circle English? How do they orient 
toward the local variety?  
RQ2: To what degree do Ecuadorian learners use and anticipate using English? As a Lingua 
Franca? As a Foreign Language? As a Second Language? 
RQ3: What factors lead to orientations toward language models? 
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 The sample included 288 university students from five universities in Ecuador. These 
universities were sampled from out of convenience because I had personal connections at each 
of them. All five were public or private universities, where students are primarily taught by 
nonnative English-speaking teachers (NNEST), almost exclusively Ecuadorians. However, it is 
possible that participants were also learning English outside of the university at expensive bi-
national centers1, where students are taught mostly by native English-speaking teachers 
(NEST). Participants were either English majors (n=191) or non-English majors (n=97). English 
majors are likely to become primary or secondary English school teachers and remain in 
Ecuador. Non-English majors in the study were most commonly majoring in Engineering, 
Accounting, or Dentistry, but were enrolled in a general English class at the time of the data 
collection.  
 There are two main geographical regions represented in the sample. 164 participants 
lived in Guayaquil, a large, port city on the coast of Ecuador with a population exceeding two 
million. 124 participants lived in one of the following cities: La Maná (n=40), Loja (n=62), 
Riobamba (n=22). These are each small, highlands towns, with an average population of 
around 200,000. In Ecuador, there is much more cultural and linguistic influence of indigenous 
groups, particularly the Kichwa nationality, in the highlands.  
Instrument 
 Data was collected in the form of survey questionnaires. Spanish-language 
questionnaires were administered during class via pencil and paper. A pilot revealed that an 
English-language questionnaire was not feasible given the range of proficiency levels among 
the students. The survey questionnaire consisted of Likert-scale and multiple-choice items. On 
some items, participants were given 2 blank lines to report the reason for their answer in 
Spanish, if applicable.  
 The survey questionnaire was designed to measure participants' orientation toward Inner 
Circle English and local English and collect information about how they use English. It was also 
designed to collect the reasons behind their orientations toward each language model (See 
Appendix A for an English copy or Appendix B for a Spanish copy of the questionnaire). 
                                                 
1 Bi-national centers are established by the governments of Ecuador and the partner country, for example, the United 
States, with the mission of promoting goodwill between the two nations. 
 12 
 Four items were designed to measure participants' orientation toward Inner Circle 
models. They targeted participants' orientation toward the obligatory use of Inner Circle English 
accents, their personal aspiration of sounding like a native speaker, and their perception of the 
idea that native speakers can correct their English. To constrain their interpretation of who was 
to be considered a "native speaker," items gave the examples of "Brits" and "Americans." This is 
because learners are most familiar with these varieties of English, and may even be unaware of 
other varieties (Friedrich, 2000). For some items, participants were asked to indicate their 
agreement with each statement on a 5-point Likert-type scale where 1 indicates "strongly agree" 
and 5 indicates "strongly disagree." Other items asked them about the importance they 
attributed to an idea on a scale from "incredibly important" (1) to "not at all important" (5).  
 Three items were designed to measure participants' orientation toward local English. 
They targeted participants' orientation toward the general acceptability of the local accent, their 
own personal use of the local accent, and their perception of the idea that participants have the 
right to change English and use it in a way distinct from Inner Circle norms. Each item was 
measured on a Likert-type scale as described above. 
 Nine items were designed to measure participants' orientation toward specific features of 
Inner Circle English and local English. American English was chosen to represent Inner Circle 
English because of its familiarity to Ecuadorian university students when compared to other 
Inner Circle varieties (Alm, 2003). Local English forms were observed or elicited over the year I 
spent in the Ecuadorian university context. Local English forms “deviate” (Kachru, 1986) in 
some way from the Inner Circle form, though both have the same meaning (see below for 
example). Linguistic features were taken from three linguistic categories: grammar (k=3), lexis 
(k=4), and discourse pragmatics (k=2). Participants were asked to rate forms according to three 
dimensions: correctness, comprehensibility, and preference. Preference was chosen over 
acceptability because of the ambiguity of acceptability as explained in Chapter 2. Participants 
were instructed that 1 and 2 corresponded to "American," that 4 and 5 corresponded to 
"Ecuadorian," and that 3 meant "both." The scale was constructed to simply and easily test for a 
positive orientation toward both models. The format of these nine items is shown below: 
American: You have a car, don't you? 
Ecuadorian: You have a car, no? 
 
Which is more correct? 
 
 American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
Which do you understand better? 
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 American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
Which do you prefer? 
 
 American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
In order to examine the reasons underpinning participants' orientations toward these two 
language models, language use was also measured. Three items measured the frequency of 
participants’ use of English with three kinds of interlocutors: native speakers, fellow nationals, 
and people who do not speak English or Spanish natively but who speak English as a second 
language (e.g. Russians, Koreans). Each of these interlocutors represents a context of English 
use: native speakers represent using English as a Foreign Language, fellow nationals represent 
using English as a Second Language, and people who do not speak English or Spanish natively 
represent using English as a Lingua Franca. Critically, this operationalization of ELF differs from 
past definitions of ELF, which include native speakers (Jenkins, 2014). However, for data 
collection, it was useful to separate out these two groups which this definition of ELF conflates. 
If these two groups were not operationalized separately, results would not be able to provide 
much information about who specifically participants use English as a Lingua Franca with. For 
each item, participants indicated their response on a Likert-type scale from "Every day" (1) to 
"Never" (5). One item measured participants’ motivations for learning English in terms of 
anticipated interlocutors: native speakers, people from other language backgrounds, or both.  
After items that measured participants' orientation toward either Inner Circle or local 
English, a space was provided for participants to indicate the reason for their answer. These 
spaces were designed to collect qualitative information about the reasons behind participants' 
orientations toward the two language models. 
Data Analysis 
Quantitative analysis (RQ1 and RQ2) 
 Each part of RQ1 was answered by examining descriptive statistics, namely measures 
of central tendency and spread. The first part of RQ1, which asks about orientation toward Inner 
Circle English, was answered by examining items 2, 4, 6, and 17. The second part of RQ1, 
which asks about orientation toward local English, was answered by examining items 3, 5, and 
16. Items 7-15, which ask participants to rate specific Inner Circle and local features, were also 
used to answer both parts of RQ1. To compare the constructs to each other, the function 
CORREL in Microsoft Excel was used. 
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 RQ2 was answered by examining descriptive statistics for items 19-22. Item 22 was 
analyzed by counting the frequency of responses using the COUNTIF function in Microsoft 
Excel. 
 For all measures of central tendency, median was given preference over mean for a few 
reasons. First, median was used because of the non-normal distributions of the data (See Table 
4.1 for skewness values of each item). Second, the nature of the Likert scales employed in this 
study makes median results more easily interpretable. Because the distance between points on 
an ordinal scale is unknown (Christensen, 2015), mean values, which often refer to decimal 
points on the scale, are not as easily interpretable as median values, which are holistic points 
that have prescribed meanings.  
Qualitative analysis (RQ2 and RQ3) 
 The comments made after items were analyzed using ATLAS.ti (8.0), a qualitative 
analysis software. In the case of RQ2, the qualitative analysis examined 154 comments from 
items 19-22, and was used to provide more insights into the statistical results. In the case of 
RQ3, the qualitative analysis examined 197 comments from items 2, 3, 16, and 17, and was 
used to answer the research question. The number of comments analyzed in both cases was 
crucially constrained by the number of comments participants actually made. 
 The coding schemes, one for RQ2 and one for RQ3, emerged from the data as is 
common practice in data-driven coding (Gibbs, 2007). Methodologically, the Constant 
Comparative Method, a technique originating in grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), was 
used to examine all the comments, assign them codes, sort the codes into categories, and then 
induce themes from these categories. Each level of the hierarchy is increasingly abstract: a 
code "discerns and labels the content and meaning of the datum" (Saldaña, 2016, p. 15-16), 
while categories and themes are more analytical and theoretical in nature. The coding process 
is highly cyclical: after assigning comments codes, creating categories, and inducing themes, 
codes were compared to other codes, categories to categories, and themes to themes 
(Saldaña, 2016) to see if each code, category, and theme had enough data to be supported. 
Codes that overlapped with other codes were collapsed into one, while codes that were 
discovered to contain two distinct ideas were split. The same was done at the levels of category 
and theme. Any given comment may have been assigned multiple codes or not coded at all 
(Saldaña, 2016). When comments were not coded at all, it was because their content could not 
be reasonably linked to any of the codes. This was done for only a small percentage of 
comments.  
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 In terms of content, what is coded depends on the research questions of the 
investigation. Codes may include, but are not limited to: beliefs, events, actions, states, or 
relationships (Gibbs, 2007). In the process of coding comments, I gave priority to what was 
actually said, but also considered what was not said explicitly (Mullen, 2017). However, no code 
was created solely based on something "unsaid" - these considerations of things left unsaid 
were simply a hermeneutical tool. That is, when comments were vague, unclear, or unspecific, I 
used my knowledge about the social, political and cultural realities of Ecuador to assist in the 
interpretation of the comments. 
 Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 show the coding schemes for RQ2 and RQ3, which are 
hierarchical in nature. Some are organized into three levels: theme, category, and code, while 
others into four: theme, subtheme, category, and code.  
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Table 3.1: Coding scheme for research question 2 
THEME SUBTHEME CATEGORY CODE 
I. Current 
interlocutors 
A. EFL 1. Family/friends a. Family/friends who live outside of 
Ecuador 
2. Work a. At work 
3. Online a. Online social networks 
4. Tourists a. Tourists in Ecuador 
5. Does not use 
EFL 
a. Never met a person who fit this 
description 
B. ESL 1. Family/friends a. Family/friends who live in Ecuador 
b. Family/friends who live in Ecuador, 
although they don't understand 
2. University 
classmates 
a. University classmates from the 
English major 
3. Work a. In work as English teacher 
b. At another job 
4. Does not use 
ESL 
 
a. No one here knows English 
b. We speak Spanish 
c. It violates social norms 
C. ELF 1. Foreign friends a. Foreign friends who live and work in 
Ecuador 
2. Online a. Online social networks 
b. Online gaming 
3. Work a. At a non-ELT job 
4. Does not use 
ELF  







1. English is 
global, not only 
about U.S. 
a. English is global, not only about U.S. 
B. NNS and 
NS 
1. English is 
global 
a. English is global 
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Table 3.2: Coding scheme for research question 3 
 
  
THEME CATEGORY CODE 
I. Roles 1. Ecuadorians are 
learners and 
students 
a. Our role is to learn 
b. Our role is to change and adapt 
2. Native speakers 
are owners 
a. I need to respect the rules because I am 
borrowing 
b. Their language, not ours 
3. Native speakers 
are experts and 
sources of 
knowledge 
a. Native speakers are experts and can teach us 
b. Native speakers are sources of knowledge 
4. Ecuadorians are 
owners and 
legitimate speakers 
a. There has to be room for nonnative speakers to 
be legitimate speakers despite having non-nativelike 
pronunciation 
b. We have our own local English accent, just like 
everyone else 





1. Learners need to 
try to acquire native-
like pronunciation  
a. To learn a language, you learn it correctly, 
according to the rules 
b. To learn a language, you try to become like a 
native speaker 
c. Target-like pronunciation is necessary for learning 
to be complete 
2. Pronunciation 
does not need to be 
native-like 
a. It's not necessary to use another accent to speak 
another language 
III. Attainability 1. Unrealistic a. Losing your accent isn't possible because it's part 
of who you are  
b. Attaining native pronunciation is unrealistic 
because of cognitive factors 
 c. Attaining native pronunciation is unrealistic 
because of environmental factors 
2. Realistic a. We can achieve a nativelike accent 
IV. Identity 1. Identity 
maintenance 
a. Local pronunciation helps maintain local identity 
b. Imitating Inner Circle pronunciation erases your 
heritage 
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Table 3.2 (cont.) 
  




A. Native-likeness is 
crucial to 
comprehensibility 







a. Inner Circle pronunciation is 
best for communication 
[unspecified interlocutor] 
b. Inner Circle pronunciation is 






and would lead 
to failed 
communication  
a. Local pronunciation would 
lead to failed communication 
[unspecified interlocutor] 
b. Local pronunciation would 
lead to failed communication 
with non-Ecuadorians 
B. Comprehensibility 






and functional for 
communication 
a. Local pronunciation is 
perfectly comprehensible 
b. Local pronunciation actually 
makes it easier to understand 
each other 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 In this section, I will answer RQ1 using quantitative results and answer RQ2 and RQ3 
using both quantitative results and qualitative findings.  
RQ1: How do Ecuadorian learners orient toward Inner Circle English? How do they orient 
toward the local variety?  
 In Ecuador, Inner Circle English still possesses prestige, though local English is also 
viewed as a viable variety. These two varieties are shown to be two independent constructs, 
meaning that when participants preferred the local variety, it did not cause them to disprefer 
Inner Circle varieties and vice versa. In fact, some individuals oriented in favor of both models 
simultaneously. When rating the correctness, comprehensibility and preference of specific 
linguistic forms, participants' ratings depended heavily on what linguistic category the forms fell 
under. 
Table 4.1: Responses to items about Inner Circle varieties and local variety 
Inner Circle varieties 
Item n Median Mean SD Skewness Min Max 
2 286 2 1.99 0.95 0.68 1 5 
4 286 2 1.76 0.70 0.92 1 5 
6 284 2 1.83 0.91 1.21 1 5 
17 286 1 1.61 0.76 1.26 1 5 
Local variety 
Item n Median Mean SD Skewness Min Max 
3 287 2 2.27 1.13 0.51 1 5 
5 285 3 3.18 1.08 0.11 1 5 
16 285 3 3.31 1.20 -0.30 1 5 
 
Table 4.1 shows a summary of responses to items about Inner Circle varieties and the 
local variety. Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of participants’ responses to items about Inner 
Circle varieties. We can see that the majority of the sample orients in favor of Inner Circle norms 
and standards. The phrasing of the items was such that a rating of 1 or 2 meant favoring Inner 
Circle English. All four items received a median rating of 1 or 2, suggesting that participants, as 
a whole, believe Inner Circle accents are obligatory, that they should aspire to sound like a 
native speaker and learn native pronunciation forms, and that native speakers have the right to 
correct their English.  
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Figure 4.1: Histograms of responses to items about Inner Circle varieties 
  
 Figure 4.2 shows the distributions of participants’ responses to items about the local 
variety. We can see that the distributions of the responses to items about the local variety have 
more spread compared to the distributions of the responses to items about the Inner Circle 
variety, indicating less consensus about the local variety within the sample. Item 3 received a 
median rating of 2, suggesting participants believe it is acceptable for people to maintain their 
local accent as long as they make themselves understood. However, two items received a 
median rating of 3, suggesting that participants are indifferent toward wanting to sound 
Ecuadorian when speaking English, and that they are neutral toward the idea that Ecuadorians 
have the right to change English.  
  














Item 6: How important is it for you to learn 
American English pronunciation forms like 
‘gonna’ (going to) or ‘didja’ (did you)? 
 














Item 17: A native speaker has the right to 














     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 2: When speaking English, it is necessary 
for everyone to use a native accent (American, 
British). 














Item 4: How important is it to you to sound like a 
native speaker (Americans, Brits) when you speak 
English?   
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Figure 4.2: Histograms of responses to local variety items 






























     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 3: When speaking English, it is acceptable 
for people to maintain the accent of their country 









     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 5: How important is it to you to sound 









     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 16: Ecuadorians who speak English have the 
right to use English in their own way; different from 
American or British norms. 







     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 3: When speaking English, it is acceptable 
for people to maintain the accent of their 
















     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 2: When speaking English, it is 
necessary for everyone to use a native 
accent (American, British). 
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In Figure 4.3, we see that the distributions for items 2 and 3 (MdItem2 = 2, MdItem3 = 2) are 
very similar. Item 2 measures agreement with the notion that it is necessary for everyone to use 
an American or British accent when speaking English, while item 3 measures agreement with 
the notion that it is acceptable to use the accent of their country as long as they make 
themselves understood. The similarity of the two distributions suggests that orientations toward 
Inner Circle and local models do not necessarily constitute opposite ends of a scale. Moreover, 
these items are weakly correlated (r = -0.24), suggesting that they are two independent 
constructs.  
Figure 4.4: Histograms of responses to items 4 and 5 
 
Similarly, in Figure 4.4, we see that the distributions of ratings for items 4 and 5 (MdItem4 = 2, 
MdItem5 = 3) also have some overlap. Item 4 measures the importance of sounding like a native 
speaker when speaking English and item 5 measures the importance of sounding Ecuadorian 
when speaking English. However, these items have a correlation close to zero (r = -0.11), again 
suggesting the orientations towards the two models are different constructs.  
While orientation toward Inner Circle varieties and the local variety are different 
constructs, a moderate portion of the sample (n=116 or 40%) agreed with both items 2 and 3, 
demonstrating the possibility of orienting in favor of both constructs. Furthermore, a slightly 
smaller but still notable portion of the sample (n=77 or 27%) agreed with both items 4 and 5, 
demonstrating that these constructs are not mutually exclusive and may co-occur within 


















Item 4: How important is it to you to sound 
like a native speaker (Americans, Brits) 










     1      2      3       4        5  
Item 5: How important is it to you to sound 




Table 4.2: Median ratings of specific American English or Ecuadorian English features 
Item n Correctness Comprehensibility Preference 
7 283 2 2 2 
8 284 3 3 3 
9 283 2 3 2 
10 283 2 3 2 
11 283 1 2 2 
12 282 3 3 3 
13 282 3 3 3 
14 284 3 3 4 
15 284 4 4 4 
 
 In Table 4.2, we see the median ratings for correctness, comprehensibility, and 
preference for each pair of forms. Ratings were on a scale from 1 to 5, 1 and 2 meaning in favor 
of the American form, 4 and 5 meaning in favor of the Ecuadorian form, and 3 meaning both. 
We can see that about half the time, ratings fell in favor of either the American form or the 
Ecuadorian form, while the other half of the time, participants favored both equally.  
 It was evident from Table 4.2 that there was a pattern behind ratings, so I examined the 
data more closely by looking at the median ratings across two factors: dimension and linguistic 
category of the feature. 
Table 4.3: Median ratings by dimension and linguistic category 
 
 Table 4.3 shows median ratings by Dimension and by Linguistic Category. Table 4.3 
seems to suggest that the participants rate features indistinguishably across dimension, while 
they rate features differently across linguistic category. Participants favored discourse pragmatic 
features of local English more than Inner Circle English, but favored the grammar of Inner Circle 
English more than local English. In terms of lexis, they preferred both equally. 
 
RQ2: To what degree do Ecuadorian learners use and anticipate using English? As a 
Lingua Franca? As a Foreign Language? As a Second Language? 
Dimension 
Comprehensibility Correctness Preference 
3 3 3 
Linguistic 
Category 
Discourse Pragmatics Grammar Lexis 
4 2 3 
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 Ecuadorian learners use English most frequently as a Second Language, next most 
frequently as a Foreign Language, and least frequently as a Lingua Franca. Overall, who 
Ecuadorian learners use English to communicate with is crucially constrained by the types of 
people who are actually in Ecuador: there simply are not opportunities to use English with native 
speakers or people who do not speak English or Spanish natively, which is why those who want 
to practice English do so with fellow nationals. However, technology is changing this situation 
and enabling Ecuadorian English users to interact with both native speakers and people who do 
not speak English or Spanish natively. 
Table 4.4: Frequency of language use with three types of interlocutors 
Item n Median Mean SD Skewness Min Max 
19 286 4 3.87 1.05 -0.83 1 5 
20 285 3 3.44 1.12 -0.37 1 5 
21 286 5 4.53 0.92 -2.21 1 5 
 
 Table 4.4 presents a summary of responses to items that asked participants to rate the 
frequency of their English-language use with three kinds of interlocutors. In Table 4.4, we can 
see that, on average, participants reported that they "rarely" use English as a Foreign Language 
to communicate with native speakers (MdItem19 = 4), "sometimes" use English as a Second 
Language to communicate with fellow nationals (MdItem20 = 3), and "never" use English as a 
Lingua Franca to communicate with speakers whose first language is not English or Spanish 
(MdItem21 = 5)2.  
 What follows is further insight from qualitative analysis into the frequency ratings 
reported by participants. First, I present a table with frequencies of each code. Then, I provide 
example comments from the participants.  
  
  
                                                 
2 As aforementioned in the section on data collection, ELF is used in this study to denote interactions with speakers 
who do not speak English or Spanish natively and excludes native speakers. 
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Table 4.5: Frequencies of qualitative codes for research question 2 
THEME SUBTHEME CATEGORY CODE COUNT 
I. Current 
interlocutors 
A. EFL 1. Family/friends a. Family/friends who live 
outside of Ecuador 
5 
2. Work a. At work 4 
3. Online a. Online social networks 2 
4. Tourists a. Tourists in Ecuador 1 
5. Does not use 
EFL 
a. Never met a person who fit 
this description 
22 
B. ESL 1. Family/friends a. Family/friends who live in 
Ecuador 
3 
b. Family/friends who live in 





a. University classmates from 
the English major 
4 
3. Work a. In work as English teacher 3 
b. At another job 2 
4. Does not use 
ESL 
 
a. No one here knows 
English 
12 
b. We speak Spanish 5 
c. It violates social norms 2 
C. ELF 1. Foreign friends a. Foreign friends who live 
and work in Ecuador 
5 
2. Online a. Online social networks 4 
b. Online gaming 1 
3. Work a. At a non-ELT job 4 
4. Does not use 
ELF  








1. English is 
global, not only 
about U.S. 
a. English is global, not only 
about U.S. 
3 
B. NNS and 
NS 
1. English is 
global 




 When participants used English "every day," "often," or "sometimes" to communicate 
with native speakers, they were most frequently referring to using English with family or friends, 
at work, online, or to speak with tourists, as exemplified by the following comments:  
  I use social networks where I talk to people from English-speaking countries. 
  (19A1F9) 
  When I worked at the zoo I spoke with foreign tourists; less so now that I don't  
  work there anymore. 
  (19A2M2) 
  I have friends from different countries as well as family that lives overseas. 
  (19D1F1) 
When participants "rarely" or "never" used English to communicate with native speakers, it was 
because participants simply had never encountered any native English speakers where they 
lived. 
  I've never had the opportunity to meet a native speaker. 
  (19C3F8) 
 When participants used English "every day," "often," or "sometimes" to communicate 
with fellow nationals, it was because they used it in their work as English teachers, at another 
job, with friends and family, or with classmates from university. Interestingly, one participant 
reported that they spoke English with his friends and family despite the fact that they did not 
really understand him. 
  I am a teacher in a bilingual school, and I also have friends that I practice with.  
  (20A7F2) 
  Friends from university or co-workers. 
  (20A7M4) 
  With my family and friends, although sometimes they don't understand me. 
  (20B3M4) 
When participants "rarely" or "never" used English to communicate with fellow nationals, they 
said it was because no one knows English, because people speak Spanish, or because it goes 
against unspoken social norms.  
  Not many people speak English. 
  (20B1M2) 
  Because our language is Spanish. 
  (20D5M2) 
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  It's uncommon to speak (English) outside of the university. You're considered  
  pretty ridiculous. 
  (20A5M2) 
  Because there's a stigma against speaking (English) among ourselves.  
  (20B3M3) 
 When participants used English "every day," "often," or "sometimes" with people who do 
not speak English or Spanish natively, it was with foreign friends, at their workplace, or online. 
  I have friends who live in Guayaquil that are French, we communicate in English. 
  (21A0M1) 
  There are some students where I work that are Russian and Croatian. 
  (21A7M1) 
  I practice English with people from different countries on social networks. 
  (21A3M5) 
  When I game online, English is the universal language. 
  (21D5M3) 
When participants "rarely" or "never" used English with people who do not speak English or 
Spanish natively, it was because they simply had never encountered anyone who fit this 
description. 
  I've never met anybody like that. 
  (21C3M9) 
  I don't know anyone that isn't Ecuadorian. 
  (21A2F1) 
 28 
 Figure 4.5: Histogram of responses to item 22 
  
 Figure 4.5 is about the interlocutors participants anticipate using English with in the 
future. We see that the majority (n=213) of participants anticipate using English with both native 
and nonnative English speakers. Sixty-two participants anticipate using it primarily with 
nonnative speakers, while only 11 anticipate using it primarily with native speakers. 
 When participants anticipated using English primarily with nonnative speakers, they 
noted that English is spoken almost everywhere around the globe, not only in the U.S. In their 
comments, they made a point to push native speakers from center stage to the periphery. When 
participants anticipated using it with both natives and nonnatives, it was for the same reason- 
that English is a universal language- but these participants did not push native speakers out of 
the picture. 
 Primarily with nonnatives 
  My education isn't centralized to just the U.S. but the world.  
  (D7M4) 
  The important thing is that everyone understands me, not just native speakers.  
   (D5M4) 
 With both natives and nonnatives 
Native speakers Nonnative speakers Both 
Item 22: For me, the main purpose in learning English is to be able to 
communicate and interact with: Native speakers, nonnative speakers, or both. 
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  I want to be able to communicate with anybody that speaks English anywhere in  
  the world. 
  (B7F16) 
  Because it's a global language. 
  (D1M1) 
  English is a language that everybody knows, therefore it's important to be able to 
  speak with everybody. 
  (A2M2) 
RQ3: What factors lead to orientations toward language models? 
 Ecuadorian learners' orientations toward language models depended on their 
understanding of their position in the world relative to native English-speaking Brits and 
Americans, as well as their understanding of what it means to learn a language and possible 
outcomes of that process. These ideas can be summarized into the following five themes: 
Roles, Convictions about Language Learning, Comprehensibility and Correctness, Attainability, 
and Identity. These five themes are the overarching concepts that emerged from the qualitative 
analysis of comments. For the purposes of reporting findings, I will draw on a parallel from 
quantitative analysis: these themes can be considered factors, while the categories should be 
considered the levels of each factor. Whether a given level of a factor was associated with 
preferring Inner Circle English or local English is indicated at the beginning of its explanation. 
For example, the first three levels of the factor Roles are associated with orienting in favor of 
Inner Circle English, while the last level is associated with orienting in favor of local English. As 
a summary, and to give the reader a sense of the prevalence of each factor, counts of each 
code and total counts for each factor are provided below. 
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Table 4.6: Frequencies of qualitative codes for research question 3 
 
 
THEME CATEGORY CODE COUNT 
I. Roles 1. Ecuadorians are 
learners and students 
a. Our role is to learn 32 
b. Our role is to change and adapt 7 
2. Native speakers 
are owners 
a. I need to respect the rules because I 
am borrowing 
21 
b. Their language, not ours 10 
3. Native speakers 
are experts and 
sources of knowledge 
a. Native speakers are experts and can 
teach us 
16 
b. Native speakers are sources of 
knowledge 
5 
4. Ecuadorians are 
owners and 
legitimate speakers 
a. There has to be room for nonnative 
speakers to be legitimate speakers 
despite having non-nativelike 
pronunciation 
7 
b. We have our own local English accent, 
just like everyone else 
5 
c. We own English too 3 






1. Learners need to 
try to acquire native-
like pronunciation  
a. To learn a language, you learn it 
correctly, according to the rules 
11 
b. To learn a language, you try to 
become like a native speaker 
8 
c. Target-like pronunciation is necessary 
for learning to be complete 
4 
2. Pronunciation 
does not need to be 
native-like 
a. It's not necessary to use another 
accent to speak another language 
4 
TOTAL  27 
III. 
Attainability 
1. Unrealistic a. Losing your accent isn't possible 
because it's part of who you are  
6 
b. Attaining native pronunciation is 
unrealistic because of cognitive factors 
3 
 c. Attaining native pronunciation is 
unrealistic because of environmental 
factors 
1 
2. Realistic a. We can achieve a nativelike accent 2 
TOTAL  12 
IV. Identity 1. Identity 
maintenance 
a. Local pronunciation helps maintain 
local identity 
11 
b. Imitating Inner Circle pronunciation 
erases your heritage 
9 
TOTAL  20 
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Table 4.6 (cont.)  







is crucial to 
comprehensibility 







a. Inner Circle 




b. Inner Circle 








and would lead 
to failed 
communication  
a. Local pronunciation 




b. Local pronunciation 















a. Local pronunciation is 
perfectly comprehensible 
16 
b. Local pronunciation 
actually makes it easier 
to understand each other 
7 
TOTAL  45 
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I. Roles 
1. Ecuadorians are learners and students 
 Many participants preferred Inner Circle models of English because they viewed 
themselves primarily as learners and students, considering English as something they do not 
"know" intuitively or implicitly, but rather as something that must be learned explicitly. For them, 
their English is something that must be perpetually corrected and refined until they get it right. 
 English has its own rules which definitely aren't made by the people who decide   
 to learn it. 
 (16A4F7) 
 As foreigners learning English, we have to put forth effort to improve our speaking skills. 
 (3B3F2) 
 [Being corrected by a native speaker is ok with me3], because that way I’ll get better at 
 speaking, learn new vocabulary, as well as correct, understandable ways to express 
 myself. 
 (17A2F10) 
 [Being corrected by a native speaker] would allow me to improve my English and 
 become more fluent and conversational. 
 (17A3M14) 
 Participants also viewed themselves as deficient communicators who needed to 
assimilate to native norms.  
 It's their language, and we have to adapt to them so that we can understand each other. 
 (16A1M3) 
 We have to adapt ourselves to them. 
 (16A2F13) 
2. Native speakers are owners 
 Many participants preferred Inner Circle models of English because they viewed native 
speakers as people who are original owners of the language. Viewing English as borrowed 
property, participants felt that they needed to respect the rules established by the original 
speakers. The participants viewed English as "their" (native speakers') language, not "ours."  
 Americans speak English because it's from their culture. As Ecuadorians we don't speak 
 English natively, so we can't speak it however we want. 
                                                 
3 Shown in brackets is a permutation of the original question from the survey. This was done when 




 That's where English comes from, without a doubt, they know more. 
 (17A2F5) 
 If we study another language, we are governed by the rules of that language. 
 (16A3F13) 
 We can't create new forms in English. Rules are to be learned, not changed. 
 (16D3M7) 
 We must strictly adhere to American and British norms. 
 (16A2M5) 
 If I use a language that's from another country, it's my duty to speak it correctly. 
 (2A7F20) 
 It's their language. 
 (17B1M3) 
3. Native speakers are experts and sources of knowledge 
 Participants oftentimes preferred Inner Circle English because they viewed native 
speakers as experts who are able to teach the "correct" information.  
 That's who knows their language- plus they correct us for our own good. 
 (17A4F8) 
 They know more English. They speak English perfectly because they're native speakers. 
 (17B2F7) 
 They can teach me their correct pronunciation. 
 (17C3F3) 
 Who better than them to correct us and learn from?  
 (17A1F1) 
 Participants also viewed native speakers as sources of truth and knowledge in a world of 
uncertainty. Participants are learning English in Ecuador, where myths about correct English 
abound and where even university English professors may not know the correct forms. 
 There's nobody who knows what's correct better than them. 
 (17B2F5) 
 [By having a native speaker correct me] I can know what's actually correct. 
 (17A2F1)  
4. Ecuadorians are owners and legitimate speakers 
 Participants preferred local, Ecuadorian models of English because they felt they have 
the right to be legitimate speakers of English despite their nonnative-like pronunciation. These 
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comments were often made after item 2, which asks if it is necessary to use a native accent 
when speaking English. These participants seemed to take this idea as a personal affront.  
 We can all learn to speak another language, but our English is going to be different from  
 that of a native.  
 (2A3F11) 
 Everybody should express themselves in English using their own "dialect", because 
 even if a nonnative has a really high level of English, they're still not going to be able to 
 speak like a native. 
 (16B0X2) 
 When we speak English, the majority of us Ecuadorians speak with an accent. 
 (3C3F8) 
 You don't need to be a native speaker to speak a language. 
 (2A5F8) 
 Participants also preferred local, Ecuadorian models of English because they 
understood their local accent as one of many in a vast array of acceptable English accents. 
 Every country has a certain accent when they speak English. 
 (2C3M10) 
 There are a lot of different ways to pronounce English, the range is pretty big. 
 (2A7M7) 
  Participants also preferred local English because they considered themselves owners of 
English and that English has become part of their culture. 
 Once we have learned English, it's ours to use. 
 (16B7F6) 
 It's part of our culture. 
 (16C8M1) 
II. Convictions about Language Learning 
1. Learners need to try to acquire native-like pronunciation 
 Participants preferred Inner Circle models of English because they believe that acquiring 
native-like pronunciation (or at least trying) is an inherent, integral part of language learning. 
They believe that language learning should be done "right:" according to the rules, learning 
correct forms. 
 When you learn a language, you have to learn the correct pronunciation. 
 (2A7F10) 
 If you're going to learn English, you have to do so correctly and use the correct accent. 
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 (3A7F13) 
 Participants viewed becoming as native-like as possible as one of the goals of language 
learning. 
 We should try to learn English to perfection, like how the people in the U.S. speak it. 
 (16B2F7) 
 If you're going to learn to speak English, you should try to get as close as possible to 
 how native speakers speak. 
 (3A2M8) 
 Participants also believed that the learning process was incomplete unless target-like 
pronunciation had been achieved. 
 Knowing the language means total mastery of every part of it. 
 (2B1M2) 
 The native accent enriches the language. It would be stupid to speak it half-way. 
 (3A5F5) 
2. Pronunciation does not need to be target-like 
 Participants preferred local models of English because in their view, using native- or 
target-like pronunciation simply is not necessary when speaking another language. 
 You shouldn't change your accent just because you're speaking another language. 
 (3D1F1) 
 You don't need to pretend to have a native accent in order to speak another language. 
  (3A1M6) 
III. Attainability 
1. Unrealistic 
 Participants often preferred local English because they viewed Inner Circle models of 
English as unattainable for various reasons. Participants sometimes viewed their accent as part 
of who they are- an immutable characteristic. 
 You can't force someone to lose their native accent- it's part of their culture. 
 (3A1F9) 
 People's native accent can't ever be transformed 100% into a native (English) speaker 
 accent. 
 (3A3F12) 
 The accent we're born with is pretty difficult to lose. 
 (3C3M10) 
 That's something that you can't change- it's your way of speaking. 
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(3A3M6) 
Other participants viewed their accent as something that changes slowly and with great 
effort. To them, a native accent is attainable in theory, yet unrealistic for most people. 
It's pretty difficult for the average person to attain a level of pronunciation similar to that 
of a native. That's why only people who really study and work hard at it get there. 
(2D3M7) 
It depends on the level of English that you have. 
(2D7M4) 
One participant viewed Inner Circle English pronunciation as unrealistic to attain 
because of the environment they live in. 
Our environment doesn't allow us to practice such that we would be able to reach 
the level of native pronunciation. 
(2B7F7) 
2. Realistic
A few participants preferred Inner Circle English because they viewed it as totally within 
grasp- albeit with some effort.  
I think it's always possible to develop your abilities and come to understand whatever it 
is you're learning. 
(3B1M2) 




Participants preferred local English models over Inner Circle ones because local English 
allows them to maintain their local identity and keeps their heritage from being erased. 
We shouldn't ever lose our accent, that's what identifies us as Ecuadorian.  
(3A3F2) 
Because you can never forget your roots, and because we should teach our  
customs to others.  
(3A1F2) 
Because it's important to maintain our identity through our accent.  
(3B0X3) 
You shouldn't imitate an accent that takes away the essence of your heritage. 
(2D1F1) 
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V. Comprehensibility and Correctness 
1. Inner Circle pronunciation is highly comprehensible and leads to successful 
communication 
 Many participants preferred Inner Circle models of English because they viewed them as 
very comprehensible and useful for communication. Sometimes, the interlocutor that the 
participant was referring to in their comment was clear; other times the target interlocutor was 
not specified. Interestingly, some comments expressed that Inner Circle English was best for 
communication with everyone, not just native speakers. 
  [You should try to use an Inner Circle accent] so that it's understandable. 
  (2B1F8) 
It (an Inner Circle accent) allows other people to understand what you’re trying to 
tell them.  
(2A3M14) 
Because if you don't (use an Inner Circle accent), nobody would understand. 
(2B1F4) 
That way (by using an Inner Circle accent), everyone can understand, both 
foreigners and nationals.  
(2A2M2) 
2. Local pronunciation is not comprehensible and would lead to failed 
communication 
Participants preferred Inner Circle English because they viewed the local accent as 
incomprehensible and unfit for use in communication. In these comments, the specific 
interlocutor the participant was referring to in their comment was unclear. 
 Sometimes accents of other languages make your English not understandable 
enough.  
 (3D1M1) 
 [If someone uses a local accent] Nobody will understand what they're saying.  
 (3D5M8) 
 In a lot of workplaces, they make you get rid of your accent so you can be 
understood. 
 (3A1F1) 
Once, a participant noted that while locals would understand local English, it is unlikely 
that others would.  
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 We need to learn to speak like native speakers so that everyone can understand  
  us, not just other people from our country. 
 (3A4F8) 
1. Local pronunciation is also comprehensible and functional for communication 
 Participants dispreferred Inner Circle English because they believed there is a way of 
expressing yourself in English which is not necessarily "correct" or from the Inner Circle, but 
which is nonetheless comprehensible. 
You don't need to speak English like a native as long as you express yourself with clear 
 pronunciation and make your meaning clear and coherent. 
(3B7M2) 
 [Speaking with the accent of our country is fine] because the important thing is to 
 exchange information and understand each other. 
 (3A7F3) 
 I can make myself understood without being able to pronounce certain sounds. 
 (2B7F16) 
 Other participants preferred local English over Inner Circle English because they 
believed it actually improved their chances of understanding each other. 
 [Speaking with the accent of our country is fine] because that's the best way to get your 
 meaning across. 
 (3D5M6) 
[Speaking with the accent of our country means] better comprehension for everybody. 
(3C3M7) 
Our English is easier to understand than the "target language."  
(16B2F6) 
You don't need to pronounce English 100% correctly. If your pronunciation is at least 
 understandable, then that's fine. 
(3D3M7) 




CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
 In this study, I surveyed Ecuadorian university students to understand how they orient 
toward Inner Circle and local varieties of English, who they use and anticipate using English 
with, as well as the reasons behind their orientations. Results showed that participants oriented 
positively toward both Inner Circle and local varieties, and that orientation to each variety is an 
independent construct. Results also showed that participants use English most frequently with 
other Ecuadorians, but that they anticipate using English with both native and nonnative 
speakers in the future. Participants oriented positively toward Inner Circle varieties because 
they understood themselves as "learners" and native speakers as "owners" and because they 
set native-likeness as the target of language learning. Participants oriented positively toward the 
local variety because of its burgeoning intracultural use in the Ecuadorian context. Because 
Ecuadorians mix English into their Spanish when speaking to each other, a localized English is 
necessary to maintain their local identity and group solidarity, a function that Inner Circle 
varieties cannot achieve. 
Research Question 1 
 The first research question of this study asked how English learners in Ecuador orient 
toward both Inner Circle and local varieties of English. Before addressing how learners oriented 
toward each variety specifically, it's crucial to note that results suggest that orientation toward 
the two varieties constitutes two different constructs. This means that participants' orientation 
toward Inner Circle varieties does not depend on their orientation toward local English or vice 
versa. In theory, participants may orient positively toward one but not the other, orient positively 
toward both, or orient negatively toward both. In the case of this study, the most typical 
combination was to orient positively toward Inner Circle varieties and positively or neutrally 
toward the local variety. Indeed, on one hand, results showed that participants believe that 
using an Inner Circle accent is one and the same with speaking English, that they personally 
aspire to sound like a native speaker, and that they view specific American English forms as 
both correct and comprehensible, typical of Expanding Circle English users (Csizér & Kontra, 
2012; Cunningham, 2009; Georgieva, 2010; Ren et al., 2016; Wang, 2013; Wang, 2015). On 
the other hand, the results also showed that participants orient neutrally or even positively 
toward the local variety, many times viewing local forms as equally correct, comprehensible, 
and preferable as American English forms. These results suggest that for Ecuadorian university 
students, the local variety is not only viable, but under some circumstances, favorable. This 
"independence" view on model orientation deviates from previous research which has argued 
that orientation toward both varieties is one construct, where the varieties are on opposite ends 
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of the continuum. Under this model, participants can only favor one model at the expense of the 
other (Wang, 2015). For example, if they accept the Inner Circle variety, they reject the local 
variety by implication. However, data from this study show that the two models are not 
necessarily in opposition and can co-occur within individuals and within the sample at large. 
While the opposition view put forth previously fails to account for the findings of this study, the 
independence view of model orientation theoretically accounts for results from any research 
where Inner Circle and local varieties are investigated since orientations can occur in any 
possible combination. These theoretical views are represented graphically in Figure 5.1. 
Figure 5.1: Opposition and independence views 
 
Research Question 2 
 The second research question of this study asked how often Ecuadorian university 
students used English with three kinds of interlocutors and who they anticipated using English 
with in the future. Results demonstrated that participants "sometimes" used English with fellow 
Ecuadorians, "rarely" with native speakers, and "never" with people who do not speak English 
or Spanish natively. This finding deviates from previous research which claimed that ELF is the 
most common use of English in the Expanding Circle (House, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2005). Critically, 
I reiterate that in this study, ELF denotes the use of English with people who do not speak 
English or Spanish natively, while native speakers are also included in Jenkins' (2014) and 
Seidlhofer's (2005) definition of ELF. However, results of this study would still show ESL to be 
more common than ELF even if native speakers were included in the definition of ELF. In what 
follows, I will explain why ESL was found to be the most common use of English in Ecuador and 
speculate on the nature of Ecuadorians' use of English with each other. Then, I will explain why 
ELF was found to "never" be used in Ecuador.  
 In Ecuador, as well as in other Latin American countries like Chile, Peru, and Colombia, 
the wealthier you are, the more likely you are to know English. In this way, English is symbolic 
of material wealth and high socioeconomic status (Alm, 2003; Matear, 2008; Niño-Murcia, 2003; 
Velez-Rendón, 2003). This means that those who cannot gain status through obtaining material 
possessions can gain status through knowing English. Therefore, incorporating English into 
conversation raises an individual's social status, which may explain why Ecuadorians use 
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English with each other. This intracultural use of English is qualitatively different from English 
use in Outer Circle contexts like Nigeria or India. In contexts like these, English is used for 
communication with fellow nationals from other tribes and tongues as the preferred shared 
language. However, in Ecuador, English is extremely unlikely to be the only language two 
Ecuadorians have in common. In this way, using English in Ecuador is less about 
communication and more about elevating one's social status. Based on qualitative results from 
RQ2, I suggest this way of using English occurs mostly with familiar interlocutors such as family 
or friends. That is, it is not a contact language used when the linguistic background of an 
unfamiliar interlocutor cannot be determined, like in India4 (Kachru, 1986). I also speculate that 
because the population surveyed consisted entirely of Ecuadorian university students enrolled 
in an English class, "using" English could also refer to rehearsing it for the purpose of practice. 
In either of these cases, I argue that when participants say they use English with fellow 
nationals, they do not mean to say they hold entire conversations in English, but rather that they 
pepper their Spanish with English words or phrases to gain status. To think that they are using 
English to hold conversations would conflict with the fact that participants listed a general lack of 
proficiency in English in Ecuador as a whole as a reason for their infrequent use of English. The 
overall low English proficiency of Ecuadorian society only bolsters the argument that 
Ecuadorians use English to gain status, as previous research has shown that English is 
instrumental in social stratification in societies where not everyone knows English well 
(Bokamba, 1992). 
While ESL is the most common use of English in Ecuador, ELF was found to be the 
least common, with participants reporting they "never" used English to communicate with people 
who did not speak English or Spanish natively. This runs contrary to aforementioned claims by 
Seidlhofer (2005) and House (2009) that ELF is the most common use of English in the 
Expanding Circle. I argue this is because research by Seidlhofer and House contained a crucial 
oversight: it theorized about the entirety of the Expanding Circle without taking the South 
American context into account. The explanation for why Ecuadorians reported "never" using 
ELF is simple, yet critical: there simply aren't people who do not speak English or Spanish 
natively living in Ecuador. Participants themselves knew this to be true, frequently commenting 
that they had never encountered anyone who fit that description in their lives. However, 
interestingly, participants reported anticipating using English in the future with both native 
speakers and those who do not speak English or Spanish natively. Although they do not interact 
4 In multilingual, multicultural Outer Circle contexts like India, English is commonly used to address strangers as it
can be difficult to determine someone's mother tongue(s) based on appearance alone.
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with non-Ecuadorian nonnative speakers now, they believe that this is a major use of English in 
the world. Previous research has also shown that regardless of their current use of English, 
speakers are aware of the importance of English for interacting with people from any culture, not 
just native speakers (Castillo, 1989; Csizér & Kontra, 2012; Matsuda, 2012; Ren et al., 2016).  
Research Question 3 
The third research question of this study asked about the factors behind preferences 
toward language models. In this section, I will first discuss why participants preferred Inner 
Circle English, and second, why participants preferred local English. 
Preference for Inner Circle English 
Results showed that Inner Circle English was favored for a few reasons. First, 
participants favored Inner Circle English because of their understanding of their position in the 
world relative to native speakers: mainly, that they are learners and that native speakers are 
owners and experts, which aligns with previous literature on the ownership of English (Derbel & 
Richards, 2007; Galloway, 2013; Yoo, 2014). Inner Circle varieties were also favored because 
participants viewed assimilation to these varieties as the goal of language learning. English 
learners in previous research have also been found to consider native varieties a "linguistic 
yardstick" (Ke & Cahyani, 2014, p. 35) by which learning is measured (Csizér & Kontra, 2012; 
Galloway, 2013; Ke & Cahyani, 2014; Ren et al., 2016; Wang, 2015). These findings align with 
a large body of literature on the ideology of native speakerism, which refers to the power 
imbalance that privileges native speakers and their English above "underachieving" nonnative 
learners and emulators (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Holliday, 2005; Wang, 2015; Waters, 2007). 
The pervasiveness of this ideology is well-attested, and to explain its perpetuation, I draw upon 
the Gramscian notion of hegemony, along with others (Phillipson, 1992; Woolard, 1985). In the 
case of English in globalization, Inner Circle varieties of English have achieved not only high 
status, but hegemonic status, maintaining pre-eminence via the consenting consciousness of 
nonnative speakers. I argue this hegemonic status of Inner Circle varieties of English is only 
intensified in the Latin American context, where the United States has exerted economic, 
political, and cultural dominance since the beginning of the twentieth century (Velez-Rendón, 
2003).  
Preference for local English 
I will first explain how the specific results of this study relate to previous research. Then, 
I will explain how the intracultural use of English, discussed in RQ2, accounts for these results. 
Results showed that participants preferred local English because they saw themselves as 
owners and legitimate speakers of English. While a fiercely debated topic, this finding aligns 
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with the claim that Expanding Circle users own English in addition to Inner Circle and Outer 
Circle users (Ren, 2014; Widdowson, 2003). The participants in the present study also preferred 
the local variety because it enables them to maintain their local identity, which aligns with 
previous accounts of English users in the Expanding Circle (e.g. Sweden, Finland) wishing to 
"sound Swedish" or "sound Finnish" in English (Cunningham, 2009; Tergujeff, 2013). Results 
also showed participants rated local forms as not only comprehensible, but also as correct. In 
some cases, participants commented that the local variety was actually more comprehensible 
than Inner Circle varieties. This result deviates slightly from previous research, in which 
speakers rated local forms as comprehensible, but not correct (Ren et al., 2016; Wang, 2015). 
These results can be explained by the finding that fellow nationals are Ecuadorian 
English users' most likely interlocutor. In previous research, speakers have been shown to take 
likely interlocutors into account when evaluating the comprehensibility of a variety (Galloway, 
2013). In terms of evaluating a variety as correct, some researchers have argued that as 
English begins to be used locally, norms for correctness and appropriateness shift to reflect 
locally-relevant practices (Matsuda & Friedrich, 2012). This relationship between use and norms 
is as follows: as fellow national interlocutors increase in prevalence, speakers realize their need 
for new norms which better suit this new "lived reality" (Rajagopalan, 2010, p. 190). They are in 
need of a new way of speaking that helps them maintain their local identity and avoid losing 
solidarity with their Ecuadorian interlocutors. Linguistic resources from the Inner Circle, by virtue 
of their origin, cannot achieve this function. Therefore, novel local forms are invented to achieve 
this function, a process known as nativization (Kachru, 1992; Matsuda, 2012; Wang, 2015). 
Then, as they create and use new forms that better accord with their new reality, they begin to 
see themselves as owners of this new way of speaking. This new view of themselves as 
"owners of English" only reinforces Ecuadorians' perceived right to change English and make it 
their own (Rajagopalan, 2010). Importantly, the intracultural use of English increases the 
desirability of the local variety in an additive fashion; it does not come at the expense of the 
desirability of Inner Circle varieties according to the results of this study. This runs contrary to 
the opposition view tacitly assumed by the theories of normativity and hegemony, but is in line 
with the independence view of model orientation discussed in RQ1. 
Now, I will make a critical distinction between what I have discussed in RQ2 and RQ3. In 
RQ2, I argued that the reason Ecuadorians use English with each other is to increase their 
social status. An especially astute reader may have asked him or herself, "If Ecuadorians are 
using English to gain social status, why wouldn't they use an Inner Circle variety?" I argue that if 
an Ecuadorian English user attempted to use American English with a fellow Ecuadorian, it 
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would likely result in the gain of status they were aiming for, but would also result in a loss of 
solidarity. However, by localizing their English, this same Ecuadorian English user can both 
achieve status and maintain solidarity with their interlocutor.  
Table 5.1: Local English achieves both status and solidarity 
Linguistic variety Status Solidarity 
Local English + + 
Inner Circle English + - 
Spanish - + 
This distinction is shown in Table 5.1. In Table 5.1, we see that status depends on language, 
while solidarity depends on variety of English. While Spanish lacks status and Inner Circle 
English lacks solidarity, localized English achieves both. Therefore, while the reason 
Ecuadorians use any variety of English at all intraculturally is to increase their social status, the 
reason Ecuadorians use local English intraculturally is to achieve solidarity, in addition to status. 
These factors which affect use of English and choice of code are also aligned with the 
independence view on model orientation put forth in RQ1. Since both Inner Circle and local 
varieties achieve status as shown in Table 5.1, they have reason to orient positively to both 
models. The solidarity constraint, however, only comes into play in the context of intracultural 
use. Therefore, it does affect general model orientation. 
A result not discussed thus far is that of the effect of linguistic category on model 
preference. Results showed that the linguistic category of the specific American English and 
Ecuadorian English forms affected participants' preference. Grammatical forms from American 
English were favored over grammatical forms from Ecuadorian English, while Ecuadorian 
discourse pragmatics norms were favored over American discourse pragmatics norms. Lexical 
forms from the two varieties were rated equally. I argue that this may be because the need to 
localize English to maintain solidarity applies differently to various parts of language. That is, 
because pragmatic norms are closely tied to social cohesion and relationships, they are heavily 
affected by the solidarity constraint, while because grammatical forms are only loosely tied to 
social function5, the solidarity constraint does not apply. Under this view, when Ecuadorian 
English users are faced with choosing a code to perform a social act like naming or greeting, as 
in the pragmatic items in this study, the need to localize English is strong because the solidarity 
5 Grammatical forms in general may be employed for social functions (e.g. modals for mitigation, Bardovi-Harlig,
2001). However, the grammatical forms that were shown to participants in this study could not be construed as 
performing a social function. 
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constraint applies. Oppositely, when Ecuadorian English users choose a code for a grammatical 
form, the solidarity constraint does not apply, yielding the default Inner Circle form.  
 In sum, the results of this study show that increasing intracultural English use leads to a 
positive orientation toward the local variety for the functions it achieves, but does not entail a 
departure from a positive Inner Circle orientation, as tacitly assumed by theories of normativity 
and hegemony, because Inner Circle varieties still have high status. After all, participants in this 




CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
 In this study, I collected data on Ecuadorian English users' orientations toward Inner 
Circle and local varieties and specific features of these varieties, their current and anticipated 
English use, and the reasons for their responses. Results showed that participants often 
oriented positively toward both Inner Circle and local varieties. This finding suggests an 
independence view on model orientation, that is, that a positive orientation toward the local 
variety does not necessarily entail a negative orientation toward Inner Circle varieties. Instead, 
they are distinct constructs that can co-occur within a particular group of English users. Results 
also showed that participants currently use English most frequently with other Ecuadorians, 
suggesting that EFL is no longer the dominant use of English among this population, and calling 
into question the claim that ELF is the most common use of English in the Expanding Circle. I 
suggest that the way English is used in the Expanding Circle may not be easily generalizable. 
And while participants in this study reported "never" using English as a Lingua Franca, they still 
anticipated using English with both native and nonnative speakers in the future. I suggest that 
future research should investigate how English users, like the ones in this study, come to 
believe English is used for international communication if they themselves do not use English 
for this purpose. That is, by what means does this belief come about?  
 Overall, I argue that a consenting consciousness is behind participants' positive view of 
Inner Circle models, while increasing local English use is behind participants' positive view of 
the local variety. I conclude that a desire to increase social status leads participants to use 
English with other Ecuadorians, but that a need to maintain solidarity leads participants to 
localize some English forms when speaking to fellow nationals. This need to maintain solidarity 
was manifested in participants' preference for local Ecuadorian discourse pragmatic forms over 
American ones, yet not in their preference toward grammatical forms, in which they favored 
American English forms over local ones. I suggest that future research should continue 
exploring the effect of linguistic category on orientation toward specific forms, since research 
like this has just begun in WE. Finally, future studies should use conversation analytic 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH)
Instructions: The following questionnaire aims to measure the attitudes and opinions of 
Ecuadorian English learners toward the English language. It is important to answer the questions 
truthfully. Your answers are anonymous and in no way can affect your grades or your relationships with 
your professors. Unless otherwise stated, all questions refer to the use of English within Ecuador. Where 
you are asked for the reason for your answer, write in Spanish. 
SECTION 1 
Indicate your answer with a checkmark or X. 
1 When you speak English, how similar is your pronunciation to a native speaker’s (Americans, Brits)? 
__ Incredibly similar 
__ Very similar 
__ Somewhat similar 
__ Not very similar 
__ Not at all similar 
2 When speaking English, it is necessary for everyone to use a native accent (American, British). 
__ Strongly agree 
__ Agree 
__ Neither agree nor disagree 
__ Disagree 
__ Strongly disagree 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
3 When speaking English, it is acceptable for people to maintain the accent of their country as long as 
they make themselves understood. 
__ Strongly agree 
__ Agree 
__ Neither agree nor disagree 
__ Disagree 
__ Strongly disagree 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
4 How important is it to you to sound like a native speaker (Americans, Brits) when you speak English?  
__ Incredibly important 
__ Very important 
__ Indifferent 
__ Not very important 
__ Not at all important 
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If you chose one of the following:  
__ Incredibly important 
OR 
__ Very important 
Then answer question 4.1: 
(If you didn’t, skip to question #5) 
4.1 What is the reason for your answer? 
(Mark all that apply) 
___ English textbooks and learning materials always use native speaker models, so I feel pressure 
to sound like them. 
___ When I take tests or assessments I am penalized for speaking in a way other than with a 
native accent. 
___ Because an Ecuadorian accent is not very sophisticated. 
___ To prove that Ecuadorians can speak English well. 
___ So that I am understood. 
5 How important is it to you to sound Ecuadorian when you speak English? 
__ Incredibly important 
__ Very important 
__ Indifferent 
__ Not very important 
__ Not at all important 
If you chose one of the following:  
__ Incredibly important 
OR 
__ Very important 
Then answer question 5.1: 
(If you didn’t, skip to question #6) 
5.1 What is the reason for your answer? 
(Mark all that apply) 
___ Because I want to express my Ecuadorian identity. 
___ Because achieving a native speaker accent is unrealistic. 
___ Because I don’t like the idea of sounding like an American or a Brit. 
___ Because I don’t think the Ecuadorian accent sounds bad. 
___ So that I am understood. 
6 How important is it for you to learn American English pronunciation forms like ‘gonna’ (going to) o 
‘didja’ (did you)? 
__ Incredibly important 
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__ Very important 
__ Indifferent 
__ Not very important 
__ Not at all important 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
SECTION 2 
The following questions present typical American ways of speaking English and typical Ecuadorian ways 
of speaking English. Choose a number 1 through 5. Number 3 in the scale represents “both.” For example, 
“Both are correct,” “I understand both,” and “I prefer them both equally.” 
7 American: Does anyone have any questions? 
Ecuadorian: Does anyone have any doubts? 
(1) Which is more correct?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
(2) Which do you understand better?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
(3) Which do you prefer?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
8 American: Everyone in the English major has to do a thesis. 
Ecuadorian: Everyone in the English career has to do a thesis. 
(1) Which is more correct?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
(2) Which do you understand better?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
(3) Which do you prefer?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
9 American: Can I borrow your pen? 
Ecuadorian: Can you borrow me your pen? 
(1) Which is more correct?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
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(2) Which do you understand better? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
 
(3) Which do you prefer? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
10 American: I’ve been to Bolivia. 
Ecuadorian: I know Bolivia. 
 
(1) Which is more correct? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
(2) Which do you understand better? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
 
(3) Which do you prefer? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
 
11 American: You have a car, don’t you? 
Ecuadorian: You have a car, no? 
 
(1) Which is more correct? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
(2) Which do you understand better? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
 
(3) Which do you prefer? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
12 American: Living in another country doesn’t really appeal to me. 
Ecuadorian: Living in another country doesn’t really call my attention. 
 
(1) Which is more correct? 
 
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
 
 (2) Which do you understand better? 
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American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
(3) Which do you prefer?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
13 American: I can’t ask her for any favors, we’re not that tight. 
Ecuadorian: I can’t ask her for any favors, we don’t have confidence. 
(1) Which is more correct?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
(2) Which do you understand better?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
(3) Which do you prefer?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
14 American: Calling a university instructor “professor.” 
Ecuadorian: Calling a university instructor “mister,” “miss,” or “teacher.” 
(1) Which is more correct?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
(2) Which do you understand better?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
(3) Which do you prefer?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
15 American: Walking into class and greeting with “Hey” or not saying anything at all. 
Ecuadorian: Walking into class and greeting with “Good morning” or “Good afternoon.”  
(1) Which is more correct?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
(2) Which do you understand better?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
OR Neither 
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(3) Which do you prefer?
American   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuadorian 
SECTION 3 
Indicate your answer with a checkmark or an X.  
16 Ecuadorians who speak English have the right to use English in their own way; different from 
American or British norms. 
__ Strongly agree 
__ Agree 
__ Neither agree nor disagree 
__ Disagree 
__ Strongly disagree 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
17 A native speaker has the right to correct my English. 
__ Strongly agree 
__ Agree 
__ Neither agree nor disagree 
__ Disagree 
__ Strongly disagree 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
18 When speaking English, it is most important to be able to be understood by: 
___ A native speaker (Americans or Brits) 
___ An Ecuadorian or other nonnative speaker. 
___ Both 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
19 When I’m not at my university, I speak English with native speakers (Americans, Brits). 





Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
20 When I’m not at my university, I speak English with other Ecuadorians. 
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Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
21 When I’m not at my university, I speak English with people who do not speak English or Spanish as a 
native language but who speak English as a second language like me (ex. a Russian or Korean). 





Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
22 For me, the main purpose in learning English is to be able to communicate and interact with: 
___ Native speakers (Americans or Brits) 
___ People from any culture 
___ Both 
Write the reason for your answer: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
SECTION 4 
Have you ever lived in an English-speaking country? 
___ Yes 
___ No 
If yes, explain where, for how long, and how old you were (start and end age): 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
First and last names: ______________________________________ 




Year in school: __________________________ 
Occupation (if you’ve graduated): ______________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (SPANISH)
Instrucciones: La siguiente encuesta tiene como finalidad conocer las opiniones y las actitudes que 
tienen los estudiantes ecuatorianos hacia el idioma inglés. Es sumamente importante contestar las 
preguntas con sinceridad. Sus respuestas son anónimas y de ninguna manera pueden afectar sus 
calificaciones ni su relación con sus profesores. Todo lo que se pregunta a continuación se refiere 
únicamente al uso de inglés dentro del Ecuador. Dónde se le solicita la razón de su respuesta, escriba en 
español. 
SECCIÓN 1 
Escriba un visto o un X sobre la casilla que considere es su ‘respuesta’. 
1 Cuando habla en inglés, cuán parecida es su pronunciación a la de los hablantes nativos (estadounidenses, 
británicos)? 
__ Totalmente parecida 
__ Muy parecida 
__ Medianamente parecida 
__ Casi nada parecida 
__ Nada parecida 
2 Es necesario que las personas utilicen una pronunciación nativa (estadounidense, británica) al hablar 
inglés. 
__ Totalmente de acuerdo 
__ De acuerdo 
__ Ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo 
__ En desacuerdo 
__ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
3 Está bien que las personas mantengan el acento de su país al hablar inglés siempre y cuando se hagan 
entender. 
__ Totalmente de acuerdo 
__ De acuerdo 
__ Ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo 
__ En desacuerdo 
__ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
4 ¿Qué tan importante es para Ud. que al hablar en inglés, su pronunciación se asemeje a la de los nativos 
(estadounidenses, británicos)? 
__ Es sumamente importante 
__ Es muy importante 
__ Me es indiferente 
__ No es muy importante 
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__ Es irrelevante 
Si en la pregunta anterior (#4), seleccionó:  
__ Es sumamente importante 
o 
__ Es muy importante 
Responda la pregunta 4.1: 
(Si no lo hizo, salte a la pregunta #5) 
4.1 ¿Cuál fue la razón para su selección? 
(Indique todas las respuestas que aplican o ninguna, si fuera el caso). 
___ Los libros de inglés y los materiales de aprendizaje siempre utilizan modelos de hablantes nativos, 
por eso me siento presionado a sonar como ellos. 
___ Porque cuando doy las pruebas (lecciones, examenes) en inglés, me bajan puntos por hablar de 
manera distinta a como lo hacen los nativos. 
___ Porque la pronunciación ecuatoriana es  poco sofisticada.  
___ Para demostrar que los ecuatorianos podemos hablar bien en inglés. 
___ Para que me comprendan. 
5 ¿Qué tan importante es para Ud. que al hablar en inglés, suene aún como ecuatoriano/a? 
__ Es sumamente importante 
__ Es muy importante 
__ Me es indiferente 
__ No es muy importante 
__ Es irrelevante 
Si en la pregunta anterior (#5), seleccionó:  
__ Es sumamente importante 
o 
__ Es muy importante 
Responda la pregunta 5.1: 
(Si no lo hizo, salte a la pregunta #6) 
5.1 ¿Cuál fue la razón para su selección? 
(Indique todas las respuestas que aplican o ninguna, si fuera el caso). 
___ Porque quiero expresar mi identidad ecuatoriana. 
___ Porque lograr la pronunciación de un hablante nativo no es real. 
___ Porque no me agrada parecerme a un estadounidense/británico/a. 
___ Porque creo que la pronunciación ecuatoriana suena bien. 
___ Para que me comprendan.  
6 ¿Qué tan importante es para Ud. aprender formas de pronunciación autóctonas (propias) de los 
hablantes nativos, por ejemplo ‘gonna’ (going to) o ‘didja’ (did you)? 
62 
__ Es sumamente importante 
__ Es muy importante 
__ Me es indiferente 
__ No es muy importante 
__ Es irrelevante 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
SECCIÓN 2 
Las siguientes preguntas muestran comparativamente las formas estadounidenses y ecuatorianas de hablar 
inglés. Indique su opinión para cada pregunta con un número del 1 al 5. Para indicar “estadounidense,” 
encierre el 1 o el 2. Para indicar “ecuatoriano,” encierre el 4 o el 5. El número 3 de la escala representa 
una opción “ambos.” Por ejemplo, “ambos son correctos”  “entiendo ambos,” o “me es indiferente.”  
7 Estadounidense: Does anyone have any questions? 
Ecuatoriano: Does anyone have any doubts? 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
8 Estadounidense: Everyone in the English major has to do a thesis. 
Ecuatoriano: Everyone in the English career has to do a thesis. 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
9 Estadounidense: Can I borrow your pen? 
Ecuatoriano: Can you borrow me your pen? 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
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Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
10 Estadounidense: I’ve been to Bolivia. 
Ecuatoriano: I know Bolivia. 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
11 Estadounidense: You have a car, don’t you? 
Ecuatoriano: You have a car, no? 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
12 Estadounidense: Living in another country doesn’t really appeal to me. 
Ecuatoriano: Living in another country doesn’t really call my attention. 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
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Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
13 Estadounidense: I can’t ask her for any favors, we’re not that tight. 
Ecuatoriano: I can’t ask her for any favors, we don’t have confidence. 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
14 Estadounidense: Llamar al instructor en su curso de inglés “professor.” 
Ecuatoriano: Llamar al instructor en su curso de inglés “mister,” “miss”, o “teacher.” 
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
o Ninguno
(3) ¿Cuál prefiere?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
15 Estadounidense: Entrar al curso de inglés y decir “Hey” o no decir nada. 
Ecuatoriano: Entrar al curso de inglés y decir 
“Good morning” o “Good afternoon.”  
(1) ¿Cuál es más correcto?
Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
(2) ¿Cuál entiende más?




Estadounidense   1     2     3     4     5    Ecuatoriano 
SECCIÓN 3 
Escriba un visto o un X sobre la casilla que considere  es su ‘respuesta’. 
16 Los ecuatorianos que hablamos inglés tenemos derecho a utilizarlo a nuestra manera, es decir, distinto 
a las normas estadounidenses y británicas. 
__ Totalmente de acuerdo 
__ De acuerdo 
__ Ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo 
__ En desacuerdo 
__ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
17 Un hablante nativo tiene derecho a corregirme el inglés. 
__ Totalmente de acuerdo 
__ De acuerdo 
__ Ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo 
__ En desacuerdo 
__ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
18 ¿Quién considera que es más importante que le entienda cuando habla inglés? 
__ Un hablante nativo 
__ Un ecuatoriano u otro hablante no nativo 
__ Ambos 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
19 Cuando no estoy en la universidad, hablo en inglés con hablantes nativos (estadounidenses, británicos, 
etc.). 
__ Todos los días 
__ Con frecuencia 
__ A veces 
__ Rara vez 
__ Nunca 
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Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
20 Cuando no estoy en la universidad, hablo en inglés con otros ecuatorianos. 
__ Todos los días 
__ Con frecuencia 
__ A veces 
__ Rara vez 
__ Nunca 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
21 Cuando no estoy en la universidad, hablo en inglés con personas que no hablan ni inglés ni español como 
idioma natal sino que hablan inglés como segundo idioma (por ejemplo un ruso o un koreano). 
__ Todos los días 
__ Con frecuencia 
__ A veces 
__ Rara vez 
__ Nunca 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
22 Para mí, el propósito principal de aprender inglés es poder comunicarme e interactuar con: 
___ Los hablantes nativos (estadounidenses o británicos) 
___ Personas de diversos países que hablan inglés 
___ Ambos 
Escriba la razón de su respuesta: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
SECCIÓN 4 
¿Ha vivido más de un mes en un país de habla inglesa? 
___ Sí 
___ No 
Si sí, explique dónde, por cuánto tiempo, y cuántos años tenía: 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Nombres y apellidos: ______________________________________ 





Ocupación (si es graduado/a): ______________________________________ 
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We appreciate your conscientious adherence to the requirements of human subjects research. If you have 
any questions about the IRB process, or if you need assistance at any time, please feel free to contact me 
at OPRS, or visit our website at http://oprs.research.illinois.edu 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Lore, MS 
Human Subjects Research Specialist, Office for the Protection of Research Subjects 
Attachment(s): Consent Documents 
c: Colin Anderson 
APPENDIX C: IRB APPROVAL LETTER 
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CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION 1N A RESEARCH PROJECT
The purpose of this study is for academic research. I (the student researcher) am investigating the
sociolinguistic attitudes of Ecuadorian English learners towards English standards/norms and the
roles of English in Ecuador.
Participation in this part of the study consists of participating in a 30 minute interview about your
answers to the related questionnaire. The purpose of the interview is to dig deeper into the causes
behind opinions and attitudes you expressed in the questionnaire. The researcher will ask you
questions according to a predetermined protocol as well as show you your answers to the survey
and ask you to reflect upon them.
With your permission, the researcher will audio-record the interview and may display quotations
of your speech in their paper, which may appear in publications or at conferences. However, the
recording of your voice will never be listened to by anyone besides the researcher, and your
answers are confidential- they will not be able to be linked to you in any way and will not affect
your grades or future relations with Universidad Laica Vicente Rocafuerte or your relationship
with the researcher.
In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or
published, no one will know that you were in the study. However, laws and university rules
might require us to disclose information about you. For example, if required by laws or
University Policy, study information which identifies you and the consent form signed by you
may be seen or copied by the following people or groups: a) The university committee and office
that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for
the Protection of Research Subjects, orb) University and state auditors, and Departments of
the university responsible for oversight of research
By signing this document, you certify that you are at least 18 years old, that you understand that
your decision to participate is voluntary, and that any decision to decline or withdraw from
participation will have no effect on your grades or future relations with Universidad Laica
Vicente Rocafuerte, any other educational institution, or your relationship with the researcher.
By signing this document, you are stating that you have read this consent form and agree to
participate in the research as described.
If you agree to participate, you will receive a copy of this form to take with you.
Please contact the researcher with any questions or concerns about the research. You may also
call the researcher if you feel you have been injured or banned by this research. If you have any
questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or complaints please







Student researcher’s contact info:
Cohn Anderson
email: candrsn3(il1inois.edu
phone: +593990773363, +1(402) 660-1615
I agree to participate in the research as described: D Yes D No
I authorize the researcher to audio-record
my voice during the interview: D Yes D No
Name (please print) Signature Date
Univemity ofillinois at Urbana-Cbampaiga
Jx€ t(9.
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CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION q A RESEARCH PROJECT
The purpose of this study is for academic research. I (the student researcher) am investigating the
sociolinguistic attitudes of Ecuadorian English learners towards English standards/norms and the
roles of English in Ecuador.
Participation in the study consists of completing a questionnaire that covers the following topics:
your opinion about American and Ecuadorian standards/norms in English, your daily uses of
English, your history of learning English as well as biographical information like name, age,
gender, university, major, and semester in school. The questionnaire will be filled out with pencil
and paper. If you are a student at Universidad Laica Vicente Rocaftierte de Guayaquil, you may
be contacted at a later date by the researcher about a short, 30 minute oral interview to discuss
your answers should they be found sociolinguistically interesting.
The researcher may use any and all answers given in the questionnaires that are found to be
sociolinguistically interesting, including multiple choice answers as well as commentaries made
in the provided space. Your multiple choice answers and commentaries will not be able to be
linked to you in any way and will not affect your grades or future relations with Utiversidad
Laica Vicente Rocafuerte, any other educational institution, or your relationship with the
researcher.
In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or
published, no one will know that you were in the study. However, laws and university rules
might require us to disclose information about you. For example, if required by laws or
University Policy, study information which identifies you, and the consent form signed by you,
may be seen or copied by the following people or groups: a) The university committee and office
that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for
the Protection of Research Subjects, orb) University and state auditors, and Departments of
the university responsible for oversight of research
By signing this document, you certify that you are at least 18 years old, that you understand that
your decision to participate is voluntary, and that any decision to decline or withdraw from
participation will have no effect on your grades or future relations with Universidad Laica
Vicente Rocafuerte, any other educational institution, or your relationship with the researcher.
By signing this document, you are stating that you have read this consent form and agree to
participate in the research as described.
If you agree to participate, you will receive a copy of this form to take with you.
Please contact the researcher with any questions or concerns about the research. You may also
call the researcher if you feel you have been injured or harmed by this research. If you have any
questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or complaints please







Student researcher’s contact info:
Cohn Anderson
email: candrsn3illinois.edu
phone: +593990773363, +1(402) 660-1615
I agree to participate in the research as described: 0 Yes 0 No
I am a student at Universidad Laica Vicente Rocafuerte and
I authorize the researcher to contact me at
a later date about setting up an interview: 0 Yes 0 No
Name (please print) Signature Date





CONSENTIMIENTO PARA PARTICIPACION EN ll’TVE$TIGACION CIENTIFICA
El propósito de la siguiente investigación es académico. Yo, el investigador estudiantil, estoy
evaluando las actitudes sociolingüIsticas de los estudiantes ecuatorianos hacia las normas del
idioma inglés y los papeles que estas juegan dentro de la sociedad ecuatoriana.
La participaciön en este etapa del proyecto consiste en una entrevista con una duraciön de
aproximadamente 30 minutos. El propósito de ella es indagar mãs profundo en las causas tras las
opiniones y actitudes que expresö en la encuesta. El investigador estudiantil Ye hará preguntas
segn un protocolo predeterminado. Además le enseñará sus respuestas de la encuesta y le pedirá
que reflexione acerca de ellas.
Con su permiso, el investigador esmdiantil grabará durante el transcurso de la entrevista. Puede
que él Ye cite en el escrito que se realizará después, lo cual puede aparecer en congresos
académicos o revistas cientIficas. Sin embargo, la grabación de su voz nunca será escuchada por
alguien que no sea el investigador. Además, sus respuestas se mantendrán anömmas, y de
ninguna manera afectarán sus calificaciones o aYgiin asunto académico con Ia Universidad Laica
Vicente Rocafuerte, ni otra institución educativa, ni su relación con el investigador.
En otros ténninos, no se compartirá mnguna informaciOn de Ud. Cuando se discuta o se publique
esta investigación, nadie sabrá que participö en ella. Sin embargo, puede que la ley y las reglas de
la universidad nos obliguen a compartir Ia información acerca de Ud. Por ejemplo, si Ia Jey o la
polItica de la universidad lo requiere, puede que la informaciön que le identifica, en conjunto con
este formulario de consentimiento firmado por Ud., sea visto por las siguientes personas o grupos
pertenecientes al Estado de Illinois: 1) el Comité de la Universidad y la entidad que revisa y
apmeba las investigaciones, el Institutional Review Board (1KB) y Office for the Protection of
Research Subjects, o 2) Auditores del Estado o de la universidad, y los departamentos de la
Universidad, encargados de supervisar las investigaciones.
A través de la firma de este documento, declara que tiene al menos 18 aflos de edad, que
comprende que su decision para participar es absolutamente voluntaria, y que la decision de
negarse o retirarse del estudio de ninguna manera afectará sus calificaciones ni sus relaciones con
la Universidad Laica Vicente Rocafuerte, ni otra institución educativa, ni su relaciOn con el
investigador.
A través de la firma de de este documento, declara que lo ha leldo y que está de acuerdo con
participar en el estudio, tal como se lo describió.
Si decide participar, recibirá una copia de este documento.
Por favor, contacte al investigador con cualquier duda que tenga acerca de esta investigación.
También puede Ilamar al investigador si siente que su participaciOn en esta investigación Ye causó
algün daño. Si tiene alguna duda en cuanto a sus derechos como participante en esta investigaciOn
o alguna queja por favor contacte a University of Illinois Institutional Review Board, por via
telefOnica +1 217-333-2670 o por correo irb@illinois.edu.
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Contacto del Invest igador Estudiantil:
Cohn Anderson
correo: colin.andersonl97gmail.com
teléfono: +593990773363, +1(402) 660-1615
Estoy de acuerdo con participar en este estudio tal como se describió: 0 51 0 No
Autoñzo que el investigador me grabe la voz
durante la entrevista: 0 SI 0 No
Nombres y Apellidos Firma Fecha
(utilice letra imprenta)





Consentimiento para Participación en Investiación Cientifica
El propösito de Ia siguiente investigación es académico. Yo, ci investigador estudiantil, estoy
evaluando las actitudes sociolingüIsticas de los estudiantes ecuatorianos hacia las normas del
idioma inglés y los papeles que estas juegan dentro de la sociedad ecuatoriana.
La participaciOn consiste en completar una encuesta que trata los siguientes temas: Su opinion
acerca de las normas estadounidenses y ecuatorianas del inglés, los usos del inglés en la vida
cotidiana, su historial de aprendizaje del ingles y datos demográficos como nombres y apellidos,
edad, género, universidad, carrera, y curso. Se llenarã la encuesta con lápiz o esfero. Si es unla
estudiante en la Universidad Laica Vicente Rocafuerte de Guayaquil, puede que el investigador se
ponga en contacto con Ud. para hablar acerca de sus respuestas en una entrevista con una
duración de 30 minutos Si se las encuentra interesante hablando sociolingüIsticamente.
El investigador puede usar todas las respuestas de la encuesta que le parezcan ütiles, incluyendo
respuestas de opción multiple y los comentanos que se hace a continuación de cada pregunta. Sus
respuestas de opciön multiple y sus comentanos se mantendrán en forma anömma y de ninguna
manera afectarán sus calificaciones o algün asunto académico con la Universidad Laica Vicente
Rocafuerte, ni otra instituciön educativa, ni su relación con el investigador.
En otros términos, no se compartirá ninguna información de Ud. Cuando se discuta o se publique
esta investigaciOn, nadie sabrá que participó en ella. Sin embargo, puede que la ley y las reglas de
la universidad nos obliguen a compartir la informaciOn acerca de Ud. Por ejemplo, si Ia icy o la
polItica de Ia universidad lo requiere, puede que la información que le identifica, en conjunto con
este formulario de consentimiento firmado por Ud., sea visto por las siguientes personas o grupos
pertenecientes al Estado de Illinois: 1) el Comité de la Universidad y la entidad que revisa y
aprueba las investigaciones, el Institutional Review Board (1KB) y Office for the Protection of
Research Subjects, o 2) Auditores del Estado o de la universidad, y los departarnentos de la
Universidad, encargados de supervisar las investigaciones.
A través de la firma de este documento, declara que tiene al menos 18 años de edad, que
comprende que su decision para participar es absolutamente voluntaria, y que la decision de
negarse o retirarse del estudio de ninguna manera afectará sus calificaciones ni sus relaciones con
la Universidad Laica Vicente Rocafuerte, ni otra institución educativa, ni su relaciOn con el
investigador.
A través de la firma de este documento, declara que lo ha leIdo y que está de acuerdo con
participar en el estudio, tal como se lo describió.
Si decide participar, recibirá una copia de este documento.
Por favor, contacte al investigador con cualquier duda que tenga acerca de esta investigación.
También puede llamar al investigador si siente que su participación en esta investigaciön le causó
algñn daño. Si tiene alguna duda en cuanto a sus derechos como participante en esta investigaciOn
74
o alguna queja por favor contacte a University of Illinois Institutional Review Board, por via
telefónica +1 217-333-2670 o por correo irb@illinois.edu.




Contacto del Investigador Estudiantil:
Cohn Anderson
correo: co1in.anderson197gmai1.com
teléfono: +593990773363, +1(402) 660-1615
Estoy de acuerdo con participar en este estudio tal como se describiö: D SI 0 No
Soy alumno/a en ha Universidad Laica Vicente Rocafiierte y
permito que el investigador se ponga en contacto conmigo
en una fecha mis tarde para citar una entrevista: 0 SI 0 No
Nombres y Apellidos firma Fecha
(utihice letra imprenta)
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Institutional Review Board
Approve&
IRB#: t(ATh
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